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An Exploratory Conceptual Model for Digital Entrepreneurs Within 
Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 
Ekapong Jungcharoensukying, Joseph Feller, Brian O’Flaherty and Stephen Treacy 







Abstract: The entrepreneurial ecosystem is a well-known concept in supporting the creation and growth of entrepreneurs, 
driving the economy in a region. However, entrepreneurship is evolving, as more and more novel digital technologies are 
introduced into our lives. Accordingly, this paper focuses on digital entrepreneurs, who are defined as the entrepreneurs, 
who utilize innovation based on digital technology to create economic or social value by starting new ventures or transform 
existing ones (European Commission, 2015), and the relevant ecosystem that supports them. The change in the relationship 
between digital entrepreneurs and an entrepreneurial ecosystem, as they evolve towards digital products and customer 
engagement is the focus of this research. We reviewed the literature on the topic of digital entrepreneurs and 
entrepreneurial ecosystem using a concept-centric matrix, capturing 14 elements of an entrepreneurial ecosystem. These 
elements include networks, policy and government, professional and support services, capital services, human capital, 
culture, markets, knowledge sources, intermediaries, informal networks, leadership, physical infrastructure, engagement, 
and cooperative companies. The identified elements were then used to develop a conceptual framework, which will form 
the basis for the research strategy.  This study sets out to establish the existence of these elements in the ecosystems and 
the extent of their usefulness.   Therefore, this paper seeks to address the research gap of how digital entrepreneurs utilize 
each ecosystem element to understand their importance in the conceptual framework. We intend to conduct an exploratory 
quantitative research approach, gathering data from start-up digital entrepreneurs that are engaged in an entrepreneurial 
ecosystem, by using a data instrument derived from the conceptual framework.  Then, we will analyze the data using 
descriptive and bi-variate statistical tools to uncover causal relations between the elements.  The next phase of the research 
will involve case studies, where we plan to use the updated conceptual framework to undertake in-depth interviews to 
establish the context of digital entrepreneurial ecosystems. 
 
Keywords: digital entrepreneur, entrepreneurial ecosystem, entrepreneurial process 
1. Introduction 
The success of famous entrepreneurs such as Bill Gates or Mark Zuckerberg has been inspired many younger 
generations to the entrepreneurship. Many tried to duplicate their success by studying characteristics of these 
entrepreneurs, however, the credits for their success are not from individual entrepreneurs alone, but also 
contributed to by external institutions that systematically support the creation and growth of their ventures 
(Radosevic & Yoruk, 2013). Entrepreneurial ecosystems are known to effectively and successfully support young 
startup entrepreneurs to set up their own business and further encouraging the progress of them (Robertson, 
Pitt, & Ferreira, 2020; van Rijnsoever, 2020). These entrepreneurs, who receive the offered supports from the 
ecosystem, are evidently more in number and more impactful to the economy comparing to other practices 
(Leffel & Agrawal, 2014). However, the way the new generation of entrepreneur works is slowly changing with 
more digital technologies become accessible. These so-called digital entrepreneurs work differently and can 
easily access alternative support structures on the internet similar to what an entrepreneurial ecosystem can 
offer. Unfortunately, there is a lack of evidence that explores how these changes can affect the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem (Elia, Margherita, & Passiante, 2020). 
 
It is agreed that new digital innovations are crucial to economic growth and the entrepreneurs, who utilize them 
to establish a new venture or transform existing ones, not only make a profit for themselves but also vitalize the 
economy around them (Lindholm-Dahlstrand, Andersson, & Carlsson, 2019; Robertson et al., 2020; Tripathi, 
Seppänen, Boominathan, Oivo, & Liukkunen, 2019; van Rijnsoever, 2020). By producing innovative products, 
they strengthen their markets and by expansion, create job opportunities in their immediate area. There is 
evidence highlighting that entrepreneur’s businesses can be responsible for job creation on a large scale 
(Tripathi, Oivo, Liukkunen, & Markkula, 2019). Therefore, encouraging new entrepreneurs and supporting the 
growth of existing ones has become an important issue to policymakers and academics seeking to further 
energize the economy for their cities or even nations. The entrepreneurial ecosystem is a well-recognized 
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concept that aims to create an influential environment and gather a variety of support entities needed by 
entrepreneurs into a region (Robertson et al., 2020). Entrepreneurial ecosystems have become popularized by 
successful exemplars, including Silicon Valley and Boston’s Route 128 (Du, Pan, Zhou, & Ouyang, 2018). Given 
the achievements of these cases, cities all around the world have been trying to replicate their success with an 
ecosystem of their own (Startup Genome, 2018). Therefore, the two main goals of entrepreneurial ecosystems 
are: (1) to enhance their regional economy, and (2) to facilitate the birth of new entrepreneurial ventures and 
the growth of the already established ones. 
 
Within this environment, a community of inventors and innovators already operating within the ecosystem can 
offer ideas for new products or services to these new entrants, and in some cases, they may even help translate 
those ideas into business plans (Isenberg, 2011). After that, the universities or colleges which are usually 
stationed within the ecosystem’s area can provide skilled workers or training for the new ventures. Similarly, 
venture capitalists or angel investors in the ecosystem can support them by funding the establishment of a new 
business or in a business expansion (Cohen, 2006). The vicinity of the ecosystem will also become the first market 
for those new firms’ products (Stam, 2015). Moreover, the Government can also support them with beneficial 
policies to further their chances of survival (Spigel, 2017). Furthermore, the network among the actors within 
the ecosystem can fluidly guide the entrepreneurs from one service they needed to another along their 
entrepreneurial process (Bell-Masterson & Stangler, 2015). These supports undoubtedly help the entrepreneurs 
to achieve their goals which, in turn, help the ecosystem realize another goal that is stimulating its economy.  
 
However, with the advance of digital technologies and the internet, information and support platforms became 
easier to access by the majority of people all around the world in this age of the 4 th industrial revolution. The 
entrepreneurs are also changing in this new digital environment. Their ways of operations rely more on digital 
tools. And there are online platforms that offer supports similar to that offered by entrepreneurial ecosystems 
such as crowdsourcing where entrepreneurs can raise funding from the mass instead of capital services from 
venture capital or angel investors, online community platforms that offer consultation on business ideas, or 
online marketplaces that even more suits to digital products. Not only that, evidently, Hernández and González 
(2016) report that entrepreneurs found some supports, in an ecosystem, are not relevant to their business. Thus, 
it is time to reaffirm the usefulness of those supports offered by the entrepreneurial ecosystem in order to adapt 
to the changing demand of digital entrepreneurs.   
 
In section 2, we explain our method of literature review and discuss the concept-centric matrix. Then, in section 
3, we discuss the background of the entrepreneur, digital entrepreneur, the entrepreneurial ecosystem, and its 
support elements and their alternatives. Next, in section 4, 
2. Methodology 
This review explores the entrepreneurial ecosystem concept where digital technology is involved. We select the 
ScienceDirect database to explore as it offers a wide variety of journals. We used search phrases 
“entrepreneurial ecosystem” and “digital technology” to look between 2016-2020 with article type as “research 
article”. However, it yields only 38 search results with only 6 related to the entrepreneurial ecosystem. Realizing 
that the search phrases are too narrow, we change search phrases to “entrepreneurial ecosystem” and 
“technology” instead while the other criteria remain the same. This time, the search yields 195 results.  
 
After the search, the results are screened in detail to select only relevant papers. We exclude articles we 
determined unrelated to the entrepreneurial ecosystem. For example, an article with only the search phrase 
"technology" in its title but is not related to the entrepreneurial ecosystem at all. We also include a few papers, 
which even though there are no search phrases we used at all in the title, are related to the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem. After screening out irrelevant papers, there are 35 papers as the final results for our review.  
2.1 The concept-centric matrix 
Introduced by Webster and Watson (2002) to emphasize that literature review should be done in a concept-
centric approach, not an author-centric approach. This matrix was designed to capture key concepts found in 
the selected literature without subjective bias. The captured concepts from literature can, then, be used to 
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We utilize the concept-centric matrix on the selected papers. Several themes of studies emerge, for example, 
topics that concern the survival of entrepreneurial ecosystems such as the sustainability (Neumeyer & Santos, 
2018; Tiba, van Rijnsoever, & Hekkert, 2020; Znagui & Rahmouni, 2019), the resilience of entrepreneurial 
ecosystem (Roundy, Brockman, & Bradshaw, 2017), the revival of an inactive one (Ghazinoory, Sarkissian, 
Farhanchi, & Saghafi, 2020; Reynolds & Uygun, 2018; Roundy, 2019), or the exaptation caused by disruptive 
innovation (Beltagui, Rosli, & Candi, 2020). Some papers tackle the emergence of entrepreneurial ecosystems 
(Roundy, Bradshaw, & Brockman, 2018; Wiszniewski, 2019). Additionally, some papers studies in specific areas 
such as the roles of women and how they are treated in entrepreneurial ecosystems (Berger & Kuckertz, 2016; 
Lawson, 2019), the making of a green entrepreneurial ecosystem (Zhao, Shang, & Song, 2019), the education on 
the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Jha, 2018), or the digital entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystem 
(Chandna & Salimath, 2020; Elia et al., 2020; Han, Ruan, Wang, & Zhou, 2019). Meanwhile, Scaringella and 
Radziwon (2018) look back and compare the entrepreneurial ecosystem with similar concepts that come before. 
Moreover, the majority of papers concern about what and how to make a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem 
(Arenal et al., 2020; Dedehayir, Mäkinen, & Ortt, 2018; Feng et al., 2019; Fuster, Padilla-Meléndez, Lockett, & 
del-Águila-Obra, 2019; Kahle, Marcon, Ghezzi, & Frank, 2020; Kantis, Federico, & García, 2020; Kuckertz, 2019; 
Prencipe, Corsi, Rodríguez-Gulías, Fernandez, & Rodeiro-Pazos, 2020; Pustovrh, Rangus, & Drnovšek, 2020; 
Sarma & Sunny, 2017; Stephens, Butler, Garg, & Gibson, 2019; Sun, Zhang, Cao, Dong, & Cantwell, 2019; Tripathi, 
Oivo, et al., 2019; Tripathi, Seppänen, et al., 2019; van Rijnsoever, 2020; Xu, Wu, Minshall, & Zhou, 2018; Znagui 
& Rahmouni, 2019). 
 
From the sample of papers analysed, there are only three papers among the selected that focus on digital 
entrepreneurs and only one of those that discuss how entrepreneurs turning into digital ones affect how their 
entrepreneurial process (Elia et al., 2020). Furthermore, none of them raises the implication of that change upon 
the elements that make a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem. Therefore, we intend to address this research 
gap that is how the change in the entrepreneurial process of digital entrepreneurs affects the supportive 
elements offered by the entrepreneurial ecosystem. 
3. Literature review 
In this section, we discuss entrepreneurship and digital entrepreneurship and their differences. After that, we 
explore the entrepreneurial process that happens during entrepreneurship. Then, we review the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem, the concept that is made to support entrepreneurship. And lastly, we consider the 
elements that make a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem. 
3.1 Entrepreneurship and digital entrepreneurship 
Entrepreneurship happened all the time in human history long before it was conceptualized (Casson & Casson, 
2014). It has been defined and redefined many times over. Each time, more characteristics were added to it. In 
1965, Joseph Alois Schumpeter (1965) defined entrepreneurship as “individuals who exploit market opportunity 
through technical and/or organizational innovation”. In this definition, the first feature of entrepreneurship is 
specified which is they utilize innovation in pursuit of business opportunity. Later, Hébert and Link (1989) add 
that the entrepreneurs have to face many judgmental decision-making situations in their entrepreneurship. 
Then, Drucker (2014) suggests in his definition that entrepreneurship involves taking risks especially financial 
risk. To emphasize on taking risks characteristic, Stevenson (2000) gives his definition of entrepreneurship as 
“Entrepreneurship is the pursuit of opportunity beyond the resources you currently control.” Additionally, 
Joseph A Schumpeter (2010) put in another feature of entrepreneur that entrepreneurship includes both those 
who create new ventures and who transform the existing ones with innovations. Moreover, Morris, Lewis, and 
Sexton (1994) propose that entrepreneurship is a process activity which means entrepreneurship is not simply 
characteristics of entrepreneurs but rather actions the happen over time in the entrepreneurial process. 
Therefore, entrepreneurship is a process of individuals utilizing innovation to take risks building new ventures, 
or transforming existing ones in order to exploit the market opportunity and have to face difficult decisions along 
the process. 
 
Digital entrepreneur refers to entrepreneurs who are familiar with digital tools and online resources which make 
starting new ventures easier than ever (Rathee & Rajain, 2017). European Commission (2015) gives a definition 
of digital entrepreneurship as “Digital entrepreneurship embraces all new ventures and the transformation of 
existing businesses that drive economic and/or social value by creating and using novel digital technologies.” 
Though it does not mention about taking risks and decision making, it is quite clear that the differences between 
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digital entrepreneurs and traditional ones are the utilization of digital technologies that change the ways of 
business operations. Furthermore, Nambisan (2017) offers more characteristics that further distinguish them 
which is the outcomes, processes, and supports are less bounded in digital entrepreneurs’ cases. The 
entrepreneurial outcomes refer to products or services which can be partially digitalized or fully digital. The 
partially digitized products may hold many functions and capabilities, and potentially the software within the 
products can be fixed or upgraded online. Even better, in case of fully digitized products, they have no physical 
restraint at all which means no need for stocking space and can reach out to customers all around the world at 
once. Next, the entrepreneurial process, which usually advances step by step, can now go in a parallel fashion. 
For example, traditionally, a firm starts doing business in the local market first, then, later on, expand to new 
areas until finally to new countries. With the help of the internet, digital entrepreneurs’ products can be 
globalized through digital marketplaces at once. Finally, some entrepreneurial supports are not limited to 
locations which are the entrepreneurial ecosystems anymore. 
3.2 Entrepreneurial process 
As mentioned in the above subsection, Morris et al. (1994) insist that entrepreneurship should be viewed as a 
process, not just some attributes of the entrepreneurs. His definition expands our understanding of 
entrepreneurship from their characteristics to their actions overtime in their path of entrepreneurship 
(Anderson, 2000). This expansion will allow further understanding of how the entrepreneurial ecosystem 
support entrepreneurship by matching up each entrepreneurial process with ecosystem supports.  
 
The entrepreneurial process was proposed by Ahmadi (2003) as 3 phases: (1) initiation phase where new 
entrepreneurs draw up product ideas and business plan, (2) establishment phase where ideas and plans are 
implemented into an actual business, and (3) growth phase where the business is stabled and expansion are 
planned and executed. This proposed process covers all the lifetime of entrepreneurship. However, another 
version with more details in-between phases by suggested by Ruef (2005). It focuses more on the activities in 
the entrepreneurial process as follows: (1) Initiation phase where founders commit themselves to 
entrepreneurial path, (2) Resource mobilization phase where founders prepare their business plan and procure 
funding, (3) Legal establishment phase where founders legalize their firm, (4) Social organization phase where 
founders recruit needed employees, and (5) Operational startup phase where the venture start its operation. 
Though this version expands the initiation and establishment phase of Ahmadi (2003) into 5 phases of activities, 
it overlooks the growth phase entirely. Moreover, Jones and Coviello (2005) expand the growth phase into 2 
steps which are the growth phase and the internationalization or globalization phase as the 2 phases are on a 
different scale and should be treated differently.  
 
Therefore, we combine and propose a working entrepreneurial process for our study as seven stages including 
(1) Initiation, (2) Resource mobilization, (3) Legal establishment, (4) Social organization, (5) Operational startup, 
(6) Growth, and (7) globalization. 
3.3 Entrepreneurial ecosystem  
There are many similar concepts that come before the entrepreneurial ecosystem such as environments for 
entrepreneurs or entrepreneurial systems. Evidently, however, the usage of the term entrepreneurial ecosystem 
has overtaken other concepts (Malecki, 2018). When the entrepreneurial ecosystem is still called an 
entrepreneurial system, Spilling (1996) defines it as “The complexity and diversity of actors, roles, and 
environmental factors that interact to determine the entrepreneurial performance of a region or locality .” This 
definition suggests that as the ecosystem consists of actors with roles and environment factors who work 
together toward a goal, entrepreneurial performance, in a region.  Later, Cohen (2006) suggests that 
"Entrepreneurial ecosystems represent a diverse set of inter-dependent actors within a geographic region that 
influence the formation and eventual trajectory of the entire group of actors and potentially the economy as a 
whole. Entrepreneurial ecosystems evolve through a set of interdependent components which interact to 
generate new venture creation over time." He expands that the ecosystem benefits, not only the entrepreneurs 
their main target but also the actors and that regional economy as Kuckertz (2019) suggest that a well-managed 
ecosystem should be. Furthermore, the definition emphasizes that the outcomes of the entrepreneurial 
ecosystem happen over time. It stresses that the supports offered by the entrepreneurial ecosystem are given 
to the entrepreneurs along the entrepreneurial process, not instantly happen. Then, Audretsch (2015) offers 3 
distinct characteristics of the entrepreneurial ecosystem as (1) entrepreneurial ecosystem are bounded to a 
geographic location, (2) there can be many institutions, organizations, enterprises, or even individuals as 
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members of the entrepreneurial ecosystem, and (3) to be considered a part of the ecosystem, an entity need to 
contribute toward entrepreneurial performance rather than being co-located only. Therefore, an 
entrepreneurial ecosystem is the gathering of many interdependent entities, no matter big or small, who 
contribute toward entrepreneurial performance over time in a region which, in turn, benefit those entities and 
regional economy. 
3.4 Entrepreneurial ecosystem’s elements 
There are multiple attempts to conceptualize what makes a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem in terms of its 
attributes or elements. Cohen (2006) suggests 7 components that make a sustainable entrepreneurial ecosystem 
as (1) informal network which is the informal relationship of the entrepreneur such as family and friends, (2) 
formal network among the actors in an ecosystem, (3) university that provide training and innovation, (4) 
government who support entrepreneurs with policies, (5) professional and support services such as legal or 
accounting services, (6) capital services who provide funding for entrepreneurs, and (7) talent pool which is the 
sources of skilled employees for hire. This study signifies the importance of networks both formal and informal 
while putting the actors into a group of services they provide. Then Isenberg (2011) brings 2 more elements into 
academic attention which are, first, the culture that inspires individuals to take risks and become entrepreneurs, 
and, second, the market that is the first group of customers and, potentially is a social network that attracting 
more customers. Later, 4 more elements are introduced by Stam (2015) as (1) leadership which are successful 
entrepreneurs who are willing to inspire and support new entrepreneurs to settle in their ecosystem, (2) 
intermediaries which are mentors, who support new entrepreneurs by business knowledge and networks, such 
as accelerators or incubators, (3) engagement which is events that bring actors together and forming new 
networks, and (4) companies within the region who are willing to cooperate and support new entrepreneurs. 
Furthermore, Spigel (2017) suggests elements that make a successful entrepreneurial ecosystem and adds 
physical infrastructure to our conceptual framework. Among these studies, some elements are suggested by 
multiple scholars, however, the university element, first suggested by Cohen (2006), was argued by Stam (2015) 
that it should not be limited to university but refer to any sources of knowledge both public and private 
organizations. Therefore, 14 elements are identified from the literature as supportive elements that directly or 
indirectly facilitate the birth and growth of entrepreneurs. The definition for each element is shown in Table 1.  
Table 1: Entrepreneurial ecosystem elements’ definition 
Elements Working definitions 
Ecosystem 
engagement 
Stam (2015) suggests that holding a large number of community events within the ecosystem can 
raise the presence of the entrepreneurial ecosystem and continuously build more networks in the 
ecosystem. Such events are pitching day, hackathons, or boot camps. These activities create 
shared common intentions, patterns of thinking, and strengthen the association between actors 
(Roundy et al., 2018). 
Formal network 
 
This type of network is established as cooperation among organizations that are actors within the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem. With this network, each actor who gives support to entrepreneurs can 
guide them to the next supporting actors that the entrepreneurs need (Cohen, 2006). Additionally, 




The societal norms in the region that admire successful entrepreneurs, tolerate risks and mistakes, 
encourage ambition, invention, and wealth creation (Isenberg, 2011). Investing in cultural 
resources such as public arts or community gardens can attract entrepreneurs, actors, or even 




This refers to communication infrastructure, transportation infrastructure, and availability of office 
space which will allow the creation and growth of new ventures (Spigel, 2017). Cities that become 
an innovation hub attract young entrepreneurs to them (Sarma & Sunny, 2017). 
Market Markets provide first customers with first feedbacks who then, provide access to more customers 




This refers to the support given by the government, at any level, through programs or regulations. 




Leadership refers to a group of successful entrepreneurs who give advice and inspiration to new 
entrepreneurs (Stam, 2015; Tiba et al., 2020). 
Informal network This element refers to the entrepreneur’s own informal network that can be family, friends, 
colleagues, or even companies that the entrepreneur closely familiar with. This network can 
potentially provide advice or the first funding for establishing a new venture (Cohen, 2006). 
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The sources of knowledge such as universities generate new generations of entrepreneurs, 
knowledge spillovers through discussions, or even spin-off ventures using know-how from 
research (Prencipe et al., 2020; Spigel, 2017). Moreover, personnel from entrepreneurs’ ventures 




Professional services are in demand even before the establishment of new ventures. Lawyers are 
the first service the entrepreneurs need to consult in order to patent their product or service, or 
legally start their business. After that, accounting, real estate, or insurance are the services that 
also support the entrepreneurs (Spigel, 2017). This also includes suppliers needed by 
entrepreneurs (Cohen, 2006). 
Capital services 
 
Access to funding from supportive venture capital, angel investors, or other forms of finance is 
critical to new ventures. Therefore, the density of these capital services should be high to provide 
access to funding to the entrepreneurs (Stam, 2015). 
Talent pool 
 
Ideally, an entrepreneurial ecosystem should have, at least, a source for all levels of employees in 
every area of expertise. The university is such a place and should be well-connect to the ecosystem 
network (Stam, 2015). 
Intermediaries 
 
Intermediaries are mentors and dealmakers who support entrepreneurs through advice on their 
product design or business plan. Then, they utilize the ecosystem network to guide the 
entrepreneurs to more support needed for each phase of entrepreneurship. These intermediaries 
are incubators, accelerators, or even those successful advisors who want to give back to the 
entrepreneurial ecosystem (Stam, 2015). These mentors also play an important role in building the 
ecosystem’s network (van Rijnsoever, 2020). 
Cooperative 
companies 
Large companies in the ecosystem area should be encouraged to provide support programs to new 
startups (Stam, 2015). 
4. Research strategy 
We plan to conduct exploratory quantitative research based on our conceptual framework in order to 
understand the changes that occur upon the entrepreneurial process of digital entrepreneurs. The data will be 
gathered from the startup digital entrepreneurs who are participating or participated in an entrepreneurial 
ecosystem within the last 2 years to get accurate data that is not tainted by unreliable memory. Figure 1 shows 
the proposed conceptual framework. 
 
Figure 1: Conceptual framework on entrepreneurial ecosystem elements and entrepreneurial process 
The theoretical framework we adopted is the assimilation of literature gathered and analyzed in the previous 
section. The entrepreneurial process is included in the conceptual framework because, as we define it in section 
3.3, the entrepreneurial ecosystem enables improved entrepreneurial performance to startup that are members 
and the entrepreneurial process is the performance aspect of our conceptual framework. This conceptual 
framework will be our base in the forming of the structure for the data collection which we will attempt to 
confirm the existence of and the relationships between the elements of the digital ecosystem framework. Our 
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objective is to gain an understanding of the role of digital entrepreneurs and their evolved entrepreneurial 
process within the entrepreneurial ecosystem. 
 
Then, in the data analysis phase, we use descriptive and bi-variate statistical tools to discover summary and 
causal relations between the elements.  After that, we plan to use the updated conceptual framework to 
undertake in-depth interviews to establish the context of digital entrepreneurial ecosystems 
5. Discussion 
We propose a conceptual framework that can show a digital entrepreneurial ecosystem’s support elements and 
the entrepreneurial process. This conceptual framework will be the base of the next phase of this study in 
learning what are the changes in entrepreneurial processes in the context of the digital entrepreneur as well as 
the delivery of the ecosystem in a digital manner. Partial elements of the ecosystem may indeed become more 
digital with subsequent implications on the services the ecosystem offers. There exists an absence of literature 
focusing on the evolution of supportive elements within these digital entrepreneurial ecosystems. We believe 
that after adapting entrepreneurial processes caused by entrepreneurs turning digital as suggested by Elia et al. 
(2020), the ecosystems also have to adapt themselves to this situation. Multiple online crowdsourcing platforms 
have emerged that offer digital entrepreneurial supports, for example, “OpenIDEO” or “Idea Bounty” which 
offers a place for digital entrepreneurs to get ideas from the online community in the product design process. 
Another example involves the platform “ioby” that offers fundraising services for local environmental projects. 
These alternative digital capital services may reduce, to some degree, the importance of those more traditional 
elements of capital services, such as angel investors and venture capitalists. The way in which digital 
entrepreneurs engage with the digital and traditional ecosystem is a key element in this research study.  
6. Conclusion 
This study reviews the literature on the interlinked subjects of the digital entrepreneurial ecosystem and the 
digital entrepreneur. The concepts of an entrepreneurial ecosystem, as found, in the literature were reviewed 
and 14 support elements within entrepreneurial ecosystem were identified as ecosystem engagement, 
leadership, informal network, formal network, intermediaries, professional and support services, capital 
services, knowledge sources, talent pool, cooperative companies, culture, government and policies, physical 
infrastructure, and markets. These elements as well as the entrepreneurial process were incorporated to create 
a conceptual framework as a theoretical lens to explore the changes in the entrepreneurial processes of digital 
entrepreneurs and subsequently to the support elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. After that, we 
outline our research plan for the next phase of the study. This research study will contribute to knowledge by 
developing a better understanding of the digital entrepreneurial processes and the emerging digital 
entrepreneurial ecosystem capabilities.  
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